maximum flow rate [Qmax] . However, Ho-LEP operation time was significantly longer in all trials with almost twice the time of TURP in one trial (15) . On the other hand, HoLEP can be used as an alternative to open prostatectomy in large prostates (19) . It has been demonstrated that HoLEP presented similar functional results, reduced catheterization time, hospital stay, and less blood loss than open prostatectomy for large prostates treatment in two years follow-up (20) . Catheter duration, hospital-stay and blood loss were in favour of HoLEP in two meta-analysis (12, 21) . Urgency symptoms were more pronounced after HoLEP compared to TURP in one meta-analysis (5.6 vs. 2.2%) (12) . Bladder injury during morcellation and postponed morcellation due to equipment failure are reported complications with HoLEP.
The learning curve with HoLEP is a great challenge. Shah et al. described the learning curve of approximately 50 cases (22) . Cost is another important issue, particularly in developing countries. The increase in costs are related to the requirement of specific 100W laser, fibers and morcellator need for HoLEP.
Photoselective laser vaporization of the prostate (PVP) uses 532-nm lasers (80-W potassium-titanyl-phosphate [KTP], GreenLight, AMS, Minnetonka, MN) or 120-W lithium borate (LBO) and GreenLight XPS 180W (GL-XPS) (23) . It was initially proposed as an alternative to TURP in anticoagulated patients. As opposed to HoLEP, the learning curve of PVP is shorter (24) . One inherent limitation of PVP is the absence of tissue diagnosis.
Horasanli et al. showed that immediate outcomes were significantly better in PVP than TURP with reduced time of postoperative catheterization (3.9±1.2 days and 1.7±0.8 days, P<0.05) and shorter length of stay (4.8±1.2 days versus 2±0.7 days, P<0.05). On the other hand, functional improvement (IPSS, Qmax and post-void residual) was significantly worst in PVP, even with shorter follow-up. Operating room times were also significantly longer for PVP (87 vs. 51 minutes) (25) . A meta-analysis showed increased dysuria comparing PVP, M-TURP and B-TURP (8.5% vs. 0.8% vs. 0%) and increased postoperative urinary tract infections comparing PVP, M-TURP and B-TURP (12% vs. 4.1 vs. 2.6%) (12) . We observe that dysuria may be a significant problem in some patients submitted to green laser surgery. Such problem is minimized in trials, but it is a very common bothering complain and sometimes may last for over three months.
In a randomized controlled trial comparing PVP and open prostatectomy in large glands (average 93 vs. 96mL), surgical room times were significantly longer for PVP (80 vs. 50 minutes) with similar Qmax and IPSS scores, but inferior QOL score in those patients submitted to PVP at the 18-month follow-up (26) . Similarly to HoLEP, cost is an issue for PVP/GreenLight laser. Lasers devices are very expensive and fibers are disposable. There are no other usages for this equipment. A trial published on Indian Journal of Urology in 2009, consider that lasers are unreasonable for treatment of BPH, particularly in developing countries, due to costs, unproven long-term durability, steep learning curve and lack of advantages over TURP (27) .
We agree with Ahyai et al. (12) that the individual patient's clinical profile should be carefully assessed to identify the most appropriate transurethral technique to manage BOO. Lasers are not appropriate to all patients. There is not single approach for everyone, but a specific patient for each approach. None of the above mentioned therapies are adequate to everyone. We believe that urologists managing symptomatic BPE should be familiar with all above described techniques to be able to judge the best option for each patient. Thus, the surgical approach should be planned based on patient's performance status, use of anticoagulants, prostate volume, personal expectations and surgeon experience.
